Of the 41 employees who either quit or were laid off in
1981, 1 left in January, 2 left in February, 5 left in March,
4 left in April, 4 left in May, 10 left in June, 2 left in
July, 3 left in August, 1 left in September, 3 left in October,
2 left in November, and 4 left in December.  The reduction of
41 persons in respondent's work force supports a finding that
something unusual occurred to cause such a large reduction in
the work force within a period of 1 year.  It is difficult,
however, to make a finding that an extreme decline in respond-
ent's production was occurring because [the loss of 41 employees
was offset by the fact that respondent hired 35 new employees
in 1981.  Consequently, the work force was less by only 6 em-
ployees at the end of 1981 than it was at the beginning of 1981.
Therefore, the facts do not support a finding that Elias Moses
would have been laid off in 1981 if he had not been discharged
in 1979.

The facts for 1982, however, support a finding that re-
spondent's business was suffering a steady decline.  Of the
41 employees who either quit or were laid off in 1982, 1 left
in January, 3 left in February, 3 left in March, 22 left in
April, 1 left in May, 9 left in June, 1 left in July, none left
in August or September, 1 left in October, and none left in
November.  Since the data here being analyzed were collected on
Dec/ember 1, 1982, no conclusion can be made as to December,
except that it is a fact that on December 1, 1982, respondent's
employees had shrunk to 8 if one excludes members of respond-
ent's own family, a secretary, an airplane pilot, and an engi-
neer who have been deliberately omitted from my consideration
of the question of when Elias Moses would have been laid off
if he had not been discharged in 1979.  As opposed to the loss
in respondent's work force of 41 employees in 1982, only 12
new employees were hired.  While the 12 new employees were all
laid off in 1982, they have to be deducted from respondent's
work force in order to arrive at a correct conclusion as to the
net reduction of the work force in 1982.  When the aforesaid
calculation is made, the net loss to respondent's work force in
1982 was 29 employees (41-12 = 29).

Elias Moses was employed as an Operator of a D-9 Cater-
pillar tractor which he operated most of the time, although he
did act as a mechanic's helper, hauled powder, and worked in
the repair shop on some days when dozers were not available
(Tr. 5-6; 32; 41; 63; 252).  Respondent supplied me with a list
of 11 employees (Appendix G) who could operate dozers.  All
but two of those employees were hired after Moses and not one
of them was discharged prior to April 1982 when five of them
were laid off.  Four more dozer operators were laid off on
June 12, 1982, and only one of them is still employed and he
was hired in 1974, or about 5 years before Elias Moses was
hired.  The aforesaid figures support a conclusion that Elias
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